relational approaches to social movements qualify as 'network analysis', the claim that social network analysis at large has moved 'from metaphor to substance' (Wellman 1988) also applies to social network approaches to the study of collective action.
This book charts recent developments in this line of inquiry. As yet, the most massive set of contributions has dealt with processes of individual recruitment.
Embeddedness in specific relational contexts has been found to be conducive to various forms of collective engagement (Oliver 1984; Kriesi 1988; Opp 1989; McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Fernandez and McAdam 1988, 1989; McAdam and Fernandez 1990; Knoke and Wisely 1990; McPherson, Popielarz, and Drobnic 1992; McPherson and Rotolo 1996; Kitts 2000; Passy 2001b; Diani, forthcoming; Tindall 2000) . Other studies have focused on the overall structure of networks in specific communities and their impact on the development of collective action, assessed both in terms of formal models (Gould 1993b; Marwell and Oliver 1993; Macy 1993; Oberschall and Kim 1996; Heckathorn 1996; Kim and Bearman 1997; Oliver and Marwell 2001) and in reference to specific empirical evidence (Gould, 1991 (Gould, , 1993a (Gould, , 1995 Barkey and van Rossem 1997) . Explorations of the networks-mobilization link in social movements have also prompted broader reflections on the relationship between structure and agency, and relational approaches to social theory (Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994; Emirbayer 1997; Emirbayer and Mische 1998; Emirbayer and Sheller 1999) .
The structure of social movements has also attracted increasing attention.
Studies in this area have focused on inter-organizational exchanges, whether in the form of coalition building (Rucht 1989; Diani 1990 and 1995; Philips 1991; Ansell 1997; Ansell 2001; Sawer and Groves 1994; Hathaway and Meyer 1994) or overlapping memberships (e.g. Schmitt-Beck 1989; Diani 1995; Carroll and Ratner 1996; Rosenthal et al. 1985 Rosenthal et al. 1997 Ray et al. 2001) . Others have focused on networking activities in social movement communities, whether 'real' or 'virtual' (Melucci 1984; Taylor and Whittier 1992; Whittier 1995; Polletta 1999; Hampton and Wellman 2001; Pickerill 2000) . The intersection of individuals, organizations, and protest events over time has also been explored (Bearman and Everett 1993; Mische 1998; Franzosi 1999; Mische and Pattison 2000; Osa 2001) . Network analysis has also facilitated the analysis of the role of advocacy groups, public interest groups, social movement organizations in policy networks (e.g. Laumann and Knoke 1987; Broadbent 1998).
The very expansion of network studies of social movements renders an assessment of the applicability and usefulness of the concept both an urgent and useful enterprise. The first reason for doing so is that empirical evidence is not universally supportive to the thesis of a link between networks and collective action.
Several studies actually found a modest relationship between the two (Luker 1984; Mullins 1987; Jasper and Poulsen 1993) . This has led some critics to reduce networks to a mere resource aside others (Jasper 1997: xx) . The pervasiveness of network effects has also prompted claims that the concept had been stretched too far and thus made tautological (Piven and Cloward 1992) . The simple acknowledgement of a relationship between social networks of some kind and the development of collective action (whether in the form of personal ties linking prospective participants to current activists, or of dense counter-cultural networks affecting rates of mobilization in specific areas) is no longer sufficient. Instead, it is important to specify 'how networks matter', in relation to both individual participation (e. Although the need for such specification has long been recognized (e.g. Snow et al. 1980) , attempts to better specify the relationship have clearly taken momentum in the 1990s (Marwell and Oliver 1993; Gould 1995; Ohlemacher 1996; Kitts 2000; McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Diani 1995 , to mention only a few). This book charts recent developments in this particular line of inquiry and illustrates the centrality of these concerns to social movement research. There is also another ambition, though, namely, to provide a ground for intellectual exchange across disciplines and specific research communities. Besides asking 'what do networks mean' and 'how do networks matter', the book also addresses -albeit more indirectly -the question of 'to whom [in the social science research community] should [social movement] networks matter'. We claim that they should matter to a much broader community than those identifying themselves as social movement researchers. There are already several instances of overlap. Important contributions to social movement analysis from a network perspective actually refer to empirical objects which would not automatically fall in the domain of social movement analysis, such as working class action (Klandermans 1984; Klandermans 1997) , or participation in religious groups (Snow et al. 1980) ; other studies widely used among social movement scholars include investigations of participation dynamics in voluntary associations (Wilson 2000; Anheier 2001; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001) .
This book intends to contribute to cross-disciplinary exchange with those social scientists who do not consider the concept of social movement as central to their theoretical preoccupations, yet have a strong interest in the network dimension of political action at large (e.g., scholars of collective action : Heckathorn 1996; Macy 1990 Macy , 1991 Macy , 1993 Ostrom 1998; policy networks -Laumann and Knoke 1987; Knoke et al. 1996; Kenis and Schneider 1991; interorganizational relationsGalaskiewicz 1985; Podolny and Page 1998; Gulati and Gargiulo 1999; Pichierri 1999; social capital -Stolle 1998; Stolle and Rochon 1998; van Deth 2000; Prakash and Selle, forthcoming) . On a more ambitious note, looking at the network dimension may serve to dispel some of the ambiguities regarding the idea of social movement and thus clear the table of issues which keep marring the debate, such as the relationship between movement organizations and interest groups (Jordan and Maloney 1997; Diani 2001; Leech 2001) , or between protest and movements (Melucci 1996: ch.xx) . Although this will not be the main focus of the book, it will represent one of the possible developments of our thinking on the issue.
It is not difficult to see why the concept of network has become so popular in the social sciences in recent times. Its flexibility, and in many sense its very ambiguity, enable researchers to deal with phenomena of change which are difficult to contain within the boundaries of formal bureaucracies or nation states, or at the other pole, the individual actor (Mutti 1996) . Referring to networks provides a clue to assess from a relational perspective the social location of specific actors as well as to identify general structural patterns. The interest in the linkage between network concepts, and social movement analysis may be located at least in three different intellectual contexts. The first one consists of the renewed interest in the meso-level in social analysis, and the relation between structure and agency. Attention to the 'micro-macro link ' (Alexander et al. 1987) has fostered the study of the patterns of social organization (including social networks) which mediate between individual actors and macro social processes. The relation between the constraining character of social structure and actors' capacity to affect it by adapting and modifying rules, meanings, and patterns of interaction has been addressed from several perspectives, from exchange theory (Coleman 1990; Cook and Whitmeyer 1992) to action theory (Giddens 1984; Bourdieu 1977; Sewell 1992) , from economic sociology (Granovetter 1973 (Granovetter , 1985 to neo-institutionalism (DiMaggio and Powell 1991) and attempts to reformulate theories of agency from a relational, network perspective (White 1992; Emirbayer 1997) . In some cases, advocates of the integration of structure and agency have argued their cases by drawing explicitly on social movement research (Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994; Livesay 2002) .
The second important trend has to do with the resurgence of interest in 'social mechanisms' (Hedström and Swedberg 1998) as a corrective to invariant explanations and the search for law-like formulations.
3 Rather than re-orienting social movement research, so far the attention to mechanisms has made more explicit what was already a relevant orientation within it, namely, the tendency to focus on specific dynamics relevant to the spread of social movement activity: among them, recruitment, framing, tactical adaptation of action repertoires, and of course networking. Attention to mechanisms has also brought about a plea for greater dialogue between the social movement community and cognate fields. This has mainly taken the form of the search for mechanisms which could account for a wide range of political processes, most of which had been overlooked so far by Trying to associate networks to a particular conception of movements would make little sense at this stage. For all their differences, the definitions mentioned above all accommodate network mechanisms within their broader frameworks (Diani 1992). Moreover, we would risk overlooking the contribution that a network perspective can offer to our understanding of the multiplicity of levels of experience, usually found in processes of collective action and grassroots mobilization. It is therefore wiser to start by recognizing that a network perspective may illuminate different dynamics which are essential to our empirical understanding of movements, from individual participation to interorganizational coalitions, from structural influences on mobilization attempts to the linking of events into broader protest cycles, and leave attempts to reconcile them in a unitary view of movements for a later stage (provided an integration should be needed at all, as many people in the field, including most contributors to this volume, seem to doubt).
A cautious approach also makes it more explicit that the empirical phenomena studied by 'social movement scholars' from a network perspective do not necessarily fall under a specific domain with clear-cut boundaries. For example, the chapters in this book which deal with the role of individual networks in collective action, do so by looking at organizations that need not be defined SMOs, and that one could refer to as 'public interest groups' (Passy's environmental and peace organizations) or 'revolutionary party' (Anheier's German National Socialist Party, an even more blatant case). Likewise, the study of networks between citizens'
organizations (see Diani, Ansell, and Osa in this book) has been studied by people who would not regard themselves as social movement scholars (e.g. Knoke and
Wood 1981).
In order to follow some order in the presentation of the most relevant contributions of the social network perspective to social movement analysis in its inclusive version, it is worth referring to the conventional view of networks as sets of nodes, linked by some form of relationship, and delimited by some specific criteria.
Although this framework is most frequently adopted by those close to the empiricist tradition rather than to the cultural one, it still leaves room for epistemological debates on what should represent a node, a tie, or a boundary, and in this particular sense it is fully compatible with the latter.
Nodes may consist of individuals, organizations, and eventually -if more rarely -other entities such as neighborhoods (e.g. Gould 1995) or states (e.g. Breiger 1990). They may also consist of events, linked by persons, or, as in some recent application, even by elements of speech (e.g., Bearman and Stovel 2000).
Relationships may consist either of direct ties or indirect ties. We have direct ties when two nodes are directly linked in explicit interaction and interdependence --e.g., two activists who know each other personally, or two organizations who jointly promote a rally. We have indirect ties when a relationship is assumed to exist between two nodes because they share some relevant activity or resource-e.g., due
to overlaps in their activists or sympathizers, or to their joint involvement in some initiatives or events. Relations may be single or multiple, depending on whether two nodes are linked by one or more types of relations, and they may also differ in term of contents, emotional intensity, strength. The definition of what constitutes a social bond is a huge problem in itself, and it is disputable whether it should stretch as far as the cognitive maps shared by people, or the exposure to a similar message, or cognitive framework (Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994) . Boundaries may be defined on the basis of realist or nominalist criteria (see also Diani 2002). Nominalist criteria are predetermined by the analyst; in contrast, realist criteria includes in a given network only those nodes who happen to be actually related to each other by some kind of relation. The identification of nodes, of the relevant ties between them, and of the boundaries of the network represent fundamental steps in any study of network structures. 5 They will guide our discussion of what has been achieved in social movement analysis from a network perspective.
B Networks of individuals
Social movements exist in as much as individuals can be convinced to become personally involved in collective action, and be provided the opportunities to do so on a sustained basis. It is therefore unsurprising that substantial attention has been paid to the contribution of social networks to individual participation. 6 As Doug
McAdam notes in his contribution to this volume, the notion that prior social ties operate as a basis for movement recruitment, and that established social settings are the locus of movement emergence, are among the most established findings in social movement research. Typically, social movement activists and sympathizers are linked through both 'private' and 'public' ties well before collective action develops.
Personal friends, relatives, colleagues, neighbors, may all affect individual decisions to become involved in a movement; so may people who share with prospective participants some kind of collective engagement, such as previous or current participation in other movement activities, political or social organizations, public bodies. Individuals may also be linked through indirect ties, generated by their joint involvement in specific activities and/or events, yet without any face-to-face interaction. These may range from participation in the same political or social activities and/or organizations, to involvement in the same subcultures or countercultures (e.g., the rave parties scene in the UK in the 1990s, or the gay and lesbian countercultures in the US: McKay 1996; Taylor and Whittier 1992). One current critical area of debate is the extent to which exposure to the same media, Gould (1993 ), Bearman and Kim (1997 ), Oberschall and Kim (1996 ), Heckathorn (1993 , 1996 and Macy (1990 Macy ( , 1991 Macy ( , 1993 ; for a synthesis, Oliver and other times this does not happen and ad hoc shifting coalition networks prevail.
Always, however, the difference between a pure coalition, driven by instrumental principles (Lemieux 1997), and a movement network is given by identity playing a key role in boundary definition. Networks undoubtedly facilitate mechanisms like the mobilization and allocation of resources across an organizational field, the negotiation of agreed goals, the production and circulation of information, all activities which are also essential to any type of coalition, broadly defined; at the same time, however, they also may -or may not -facilitate the circulation of meaning and mutual recognition. It is the definition of a shared identity which qualifies a movement network vis a vis a coalition network, and draws its boundaries.
The ego-network of a movement organization (i.e., the set of actors with whom an organization has links) also usually includes actors that are not perceived as being part of the same movement or 'family' of cognate movements, but simple allies on specific causes. Inter-organizational networks and movement boundaries do not necessarily overlap.
The instability in movement boundaries is also reflected in movements' internal structure. Movement networks usually reflect processes of segmentation; these may sometimes be attributed exclusively, or mainly, to principles of division of labor or the actual differentiation of issues, other times, more explicitly, to In his chapter, Jeffrey Broadbent presents a case for a network version of the concept of political opportunity structure. He focuses on a non-Western case of mobilization, namely, environmental protest in eight communities in Japan. This enables him to draw our attention to the fact that network analyses of mobilization are actually located in specific cultural and social contexts, with distinctive network properties. Embeddedness in specific networks shapes political action much more strongly in 'thick' societies like Japan than in Western, individualistic societies; in Japan, networks operate mostly in terms of block, rather than individual, recruitment, and this holds for both movements and elites. In particular, vertical ties between elites and citizen strongly shape local 'political opportunities': it is the presence of 'breakaway bosses' (i.e., local leaders who take the protesters' side) to prove the strongest predictor of success for collective action. Broadbent also contributes to the comparative analysis of mobilization processes by looking at his specific case through a broader and more ambitious theoretical framework, Integrative
Structurational Analysis. His model emphasizes the role of 'plastic' processes, by which he means those patterned dynamic processes which shape cultural, material, and social factors and link structural and agency levels. 4 Blau (1982) ; Blau and Schwartz (1984) . Some very influential works in the field of contentious politics (e.g., Gould 1995) are actually examples of structural analysis in this sense, rather than network analysis proper.
5 See Diani (1992b Diani ( , 2002 for a more thorough presentation of network methods in reference to social movement analysis. For introductions to social network methods see Scott (1992) and Wasserman and Faust (1994) . A useful glossary of network terms may be found at the following web address http://www.nist.gov/dads/termsArea.html#graph.
6 For thorough reviews of this field of investigation see Knoke and Wisely (1990) ; Kitts (2000); Diani (forthcoming).
7 McAdam and Paulsen (1993) show that direct ties do not count if people are involved in broader activities compatible with the type of participation to be explained.
8 For example, Melucci's project (1984) suggested that in the environmental field, networks developed in militant contexts had helped to set up natural food trade businesses, but that these largely identified with market activities rather than with a specific cause. In that context, the boundaries between movement community and market were vague at best.
9 Diani (2000b) presents a different reading of concentric circles, noting that political subcultures in countries like Italy, Belgium, or the Netherlands did not necessarily weaken democracy but provided distinct, previously excluded areas of society with political organization and opportunities for legitimacy. 
